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INTERSTATE GREYHOUND RACING ACT OF 1989 



THURSDAY, OCTOBER 11, 1990 

U.S. Senatb. 
Committee on Commerce. Science and TtuNSPORTATioN, 

Washington, D.C. 
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:08 pan, in loom SR-2S3, Russell 
Senate Office Building, Hon. John Breaux, presiding. 

Staff members assigned to this hearing: Moses Boyd, staff counsel and 
Shennan Joyce, mincmty staff counsel. 

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR BREAUX 

Senator Breaux. The committee will please come to order. This afternoon 
the Committee on Commerce will have a hearing on legislation before the 
committee on the question of handling of the simulcasts with regard to 
transmission of gre^^ound track racing dealing with a problem that has been 
brought to the attention of the committee. 

As this member understands, the essence of the problem is that racetracks that 
allow the simulcast telecast of greyhound dog racing, which is becoming an 
increasingly important sport in this Nation— that those tracks that allow the 
simulcast broadcasting of those events are not now presently negotiating with all 
of the parties that should be consulted with, with regard to that simulcast 

A similar problem was brought to the attention of the Congress a number of 
years ago, dealing with a similar set of facts and circumstances dealing with the 
horse racing industry. Congress, through legislation at that time, took action 
which apparently has corrected the problem. It is the understanding of this 
member that the greyhound racing mdustry seeks a similar solution to the 
problem. 

It is also this member's opinion that a product of a person should not be able 
to be utilized by any other party for the purposes of profit without some agreement 
from the originator of the product That is something that I think is very basic to 
our society, and I think in this case the situation is also very similar. 

I am interested in hearing the remaiks from our witnesses, seeing if they have 
any recommendations that this committee and this Congress may act upon. It is 
my understanding that the other body, the House of Rq)resentatives, has taken 
action dealing with this problem, and perhaps there would be an opportunity to 
have the time available m this Congress on the Senate side to also address the 
concerns that have been expressed to me. 

At this time, I would recognize Senator Kasten, if he has any comments that 
he would like to make. 
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OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR KASTEN 

Senatcv Kasten. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Today's hearing is on S. 1734, a 
biU that seeks to solve a perceived pn)blem that, frankly , I have had no c(xistituent 
complaints about I am here to learn. 

I have, however, heard in the last few days from several parties rqjresoiting 
the track owner's point of view, who evidently may have significant problems 
with at least parts of this legislatim. This is a subject which se^ns to be 
controversial within the dpg racing industry, and I hope we are going to have the 
opportunity to study it, and to study it in detail. 

In Wisc(xisin, my State has had greyhound racing for a couple of years. The 
first track opening last spring, and five tracks now are in op^^cxi. And this is 
a maior recreational resource for Wiscmsin. 

This legislation, though it is supposed to add stability to the industry, at first 
glance appears to enhance tfie bargaining power of the dog owners by giving 
them a veto power— a statutory veto powo^— over any industry off-track betting 
contract, so I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses today and hope they 
will shed some li^t on exactly how, if and why the Federal Government shoidd 
jump into this fray. There is State regulation m Wisconsin. And at least in my 
State there is no consensus right now in the industry on the way to proceed with 
this legislati(xi. 

I thuik that this is something which we should become educated about It might 
not seem to be a matter that we can rush to judgment on with evoything else diat 
is before this conunittee and also before the Congress at this time, but Mr. 
Chairman, I am here to learn, and to find out what I can about this issue. Maybe 
there is a way that we can find an equitable. 

Unfortunately, I am not going to able to be here for the whole hearing, but I 
hope I will be able to at least get a taste of it and then review the testimony of 
the various witnesses, along with die questions. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you. 

Senator Breaux. Thank you. Senator Kasten, for your comments. 

[The bill follows:] 
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S. 1734 



To regulate interstate commerce with respect to parimutuel wagering on grey- 
hound racing, to maintain the stability of the greyhound racing industry, and 
for other purposes. 



m THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

October 5 Gegishitive day, Septebcbeb 18), 1989 

Mr. Bbeaux introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to 

the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 



A BILL 

To regulate interstate commerce with respect to parimutuel 
wagering on greyhound racing, to maintain the stability of 
the greyhound racing industry, and for other purposes. 

1 Be it erutcted by the Senate and House of Representor- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Interstate Greyhound 

5 Racing Act of 1989". 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND POLICY. 

7 (a) The Congress finds that the States should have the 

8 primary responsibility for determining what forms of grey- 

9 hound racing may legally take place within their borders. 
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1 (b) It is the policy of the Congress in this Act to regu- 

2 late interstate commerce in order to further greyhound racing 

3 in the United States. 

4 SEC. 3 DEFINITIONS. 

5 For the purposes of this Act the term — 

6 (1) "currently operating tracks'' means racing as- 

7 sociations conducting parimutuel greyhound racing at 

8 the same time of day (afternoon against afternoon; 

9 nighttime against nighttime) as the racing association 

10 conducting the greyhound racing which is the subject 

11 of the interstate off-track wager; 

12 (2) "dark days" means those days when racing of 

13 the same type does not occur in an off-track State 

14 within 60 miles of an off-track betting office during a 

15 race meeting, including, but not limited to, a dark 

16 weekday when such racing association or associations 

17 run on Sunday, and days when a racing program is 

18 scheduled but does not take place, or cannot be com- 

19 pleted due to weather, strikes and other factors not 

20 within the control of the off-track betting system; 

21 (3) "greyhound owners' group" means, with refer- 

22 ence to the applicable host racing association, the 

23 group which represents the majority of owners of grey- 

24 hounds racing there, for the races subject to the inter- 

25 state off-track wager on any racing day; 

•8 1734 18 
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1 (4) "host racing association" means any person 

2 who, pursuant to a license or other permission granted 

3 by the host State, conducts the greyhound race subject 

4 to the interstate wager; 

5 (5) "host racing commission" means that person 

6 designated by State statute or, in the absence of stat- 

7 ute, by regulation, with jurisdiction to regulate the 

8 conduct of racing within the host State; 

9 (6) "host State" means the State in which the 

10 greyhound race subject to the interstate wager takes 

11 place; 

12 (7) "interstate off-track wager" means a legal 

13 wager placed or accepted in one State with respect to 

14 the outcome of a greyhound race taking place in an- 
16 other State; 

16 (8) "off-track betting office" means any location 

17 within an off-track State at which off-track wagers are 

18 accepted; 

19 (9) "off-track betting system" means any group 

20 which is in the business of accepting wagers on grey- 

21 hound races at locations other than the place where 

22 the greyhound race is run, which business is conducted 
28 by the State or licensed or otherwise permitted by 
24 State law; 
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1 (10) "off-track racing commission" means that 

2 person designated by State statute or, in the absence of 

3 statute, by regulation, with jurisdiction to regulate 

4 ''offrtrack" betting in that State; 

5 (11) "off-track State" means the State in which 

6 an interstate off-track wager is accepted; 

7 (12) "on-track wager" means a wager with re- 

8 spect to the outcome of a greyhound race which is 

9 placed at the racetrack at which such greyhound race 

10 takes place; 

11 (13) "parimutuel" means any system whereby 

12 wagers with respect to the outcome of a greyhound 

13 race are placed with, or in, a wagering pool conducted 

14 by a person licensed or otherwise permitted to do so 

15 under State law, and in which the participants are wa- 

16 gering with each other and not against the operator; 

17 (14) "person" means any individual, association, 

18 partnership, joint venture, corporation. State or politi- 

19 cal subdivision thereof, department, agency, or instru- 

20 mentality of a State or political subdivision thereof, or 

21 any other organization or entity; 

22 (15) "race meeting" means those scheduled days 

23 during the year a racing association is granted pormis- 

24 sion by the appropriate State racing commission to 

25 conduct greyhound racing; 
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1 (16) "racing day" means a fuU program of races 

2 at a specified racing association on a specified day; 

3 (17) "regular contractual process" means those 

4 negotiations by which the applicable greyhound 

5 owners' group and host racing association reach agree- 

6 ments on issues regarding the conduct of greyhound 

7 racing by the greyhound owners' group at the racing 

8 association; 

9 (18) "special event" means the specific individual 

10 greyhound race which is deemed by the off-track bet- 

11 ting system to be of sufficient national significance and 

12 interest to warrant interstate off-track wagering on 

13 that event or events; 

14 (19) "State" means each State of the United 

15 States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 

16 Puerto Bico, and any territory or possession of the 

17 United States; 

18 (20) "takeout" means that portion of a wager 

19 which is deducted from or not included in the parimu- 

20 tuel pool, and which is distributed to persons other 

21 than those placing wagers; 

22 (21) "terms and conditions" includes, but is not 
28 limited to, the percentage which is paid by the off- 
24 track betting system to the host racing association, the 
26 percentage which is paid by the host racing association 
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1 to the greyhound owners' group, as well as any ar- 

2 rangements as to the exclusivity between the host 
8 racing association and the off-track betting system; and 

4 (22) "year" means calendar year. 

5 SBC. 4. PROHramoN. 

6 No person may accept an interstate off-track wager 

7 except as provided in this Act. 

8 SEC 6. REGULATION. 

9 (a) An interstate off-track wager may be accepted by an 

10 off-track betting system only if consent is obtained from — 

11 (1) the host racing association, except that — 

12 (A) as a condition precedent to such consent, 
18 said racing association (except a not-for-profit 

14 racing association in a State where the distribu- 

15 tion of off-track betting revenues in that State is 

16 set forth by law) must have a written agreement 

17 with the greyhound owners' group, under which 

18 said racing association may give such consent, 

19 setting forth the terms and conditions relating 

20 thereto: Prwided, l%at, 

21 (B) where the host racing association has a 

22 cratract with a greyhound owners' group at the 
28 time of enactment of this Act which cratains no 

24 provitioDS referring to interstate off-track betting, 

25 the terms and cmiditions of said then-existing con- 
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1 tract shaU be deemed to apply to the interstate 

2 off-track wagers and no additional written agree- 

3 ment need be entered into unless the parties to 

4 such then-existing contract agree otherwise. 

5 Where such provisions exist in such existing con- 

6 tract, such contract shall govern. Where written 

7 consents exist at the time of enactment of this 

8 Act between an off-track betting system and the 

9 host racing association providing for interstate off- 

10 track wagers, or such written consents are exe- 

11 cuted by these parties prior to the expiration of 

12 such then-existing contract, upon the expiration of 

13 such then-existing contract the written agreement 

14 of such greyhound owners' group shall thereafter 

15 be required as such condition precedent and as a 

16 part of the regular contractual process, and may 

17 not be withdrawn or varied except in the regular 

18 contractual process. Where no such written con- 

19 sent exists, and where such written agreement 

20 occurs at a racing association which has a regular 

21 contractual process with such greyhound owners' 

22 group, said agreement by the greyhound owners' 
28 group may not be withdrawn or varied except in 

24 the regular contractual process; 

25 (2) the host racing commission; 
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1 (3) the off-track racing commission. 

2 (bXl) In addition to the requirement of subsection (a), 

3 any off-track betting office shall obtain the approval of — 

4 (A) all currently operating tracks within 60 

5 miles of such off-track betting office; and 

6 (B) if there are no currently operating tracks 

7 within 60 miles then the closest currently operat- 

8 ing track in an adjoining State. 

9 (2) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1) of 

10 this subsection, any off-track betting office in a State with at 

11 least 250 days of on-track parimutuel greyhound racing a 

12 year, may accept interstate off-track wagers for a total of 60 

13 racing days and 25 special events a year without the approv- 

14 al required by paragraph (1), if with respect to such 60 racing 

15 days, there is no racing of the same type at the same time of 

16 day being conducted within the off-track betting State within 

17 60 miles of the off-track betting office accepting the wager, 

18 or such racing program cannot be completed. Excluded from 

19 such 60 days and from the consent required by subsection 

20 (bXl) may be dark days which occur during a regularly 

21 scheduled race meeting in said off-track betting State. In 

22 order to accept any interstate off-track wager under the 

23 terms of the preceding sentence the off-track betting office 

24 shall make identical offers to any racing association described 

25 in subparagraph (A) of subsection (bXl). Nothing in this sub- 

fi6,1784^I8 
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1 paragraph shaU be construed to reduce or elimmate the ne- 

2 cessity of obtaining all the approvals required by subsection 

3 (a). 

4 (c) No parimutuel off-track betting system may employ a 

5 takeout for an interstate wager which is greater than the 

6 takeout for corresponding wagering pools of off-track wagers 

7 on races run within the off-track State except where such 

8 greater takeout is authorized by State law in the off-track 

9 State. 

10 SEC «. LIABILITY AND DAMAGEa 

11 Any person accepting any interstate off-track wager in 

12 violation of this Act shall be civilly liable for damages to the 

13 host State, the host racing association and the greyhound 

14 owners' group. Damages for each violation shaU be based on 

15 the total of off-track wagers as follows: 

16 (1) If the interstate off-track wager was of a type 

17 accepted at the host racing association, damages shaU 

18 be in an amount equal to that portion of the takeout 

19 which would have been distributed to the host State, 

20 host racing association and the greyhound owners' 

21 group, as if each such interstate off-track wager had 

22 been placed at the host racing association. 

23 (2) If such interstate off-track wager was of a 

24 type not accepted at the host racing association, the 

25 amount of damages shall be determined at the rate of 

•S 17M IS 
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1 takeout prevailing at the off-track betting system for 

2 that type of wager and shaU be distributed according to 

3 the same formulas as in paragraph (1) above. 

4 SEC 7. CIVIL ACTION. 

5 (a) The host State, the host racing association, or the 

6 greyhound Owners' group may commence a civil action 

7 against any person alleged to be in violation of this Act, for 

8 injunctive relief to restrain violations and for damages in ac- 

9 cordance with section 6. 

10 (b) In any civil action under this section, the host State, 

11 the host racing association and greyhound owners' group, if 

12 not a party, shall be permitted to intervene as a matter of 

13 right. 

14 (c) A civil action may not be commenced pursuant to 

15 this section more than 3 years after the discovery of the al- 

16 leged violation upon which such civil action is based. 

17 (d) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to permit a 

18 State to be sued under this section other than in accordance 

19 with its applicable laws. 

20 SEC S. JURISDICTION AND VENUE. 

21 (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the dis- 

22 trict courts of the United States shall have jurisdiction over 

23 any civil action under this Act, without regard to the citizen- 

24 ship of the parties or the amount in controversy. 
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1 (b) A civil action under this Act may be brought in any 

2 district court of the United States for a district located in the 

3 host State of the off-track State, and all process in any such 

4 civil action may be served in any judicial district of the 

5 United States. 

6 (c) The jurisdiction of the district courts of the United 

7 States pursuant to this section shall be concurrent with that 

8 of any State court of competent jurisdiction located in the 

9 host State or the off-track State. 

10 SEC. 9. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY. 

11 (a) The provisions of this Act shall take effect on the 

12 date of enactment of this Act, and, except as provided in 

13 subsection (b) of this section, shall apply to any interstate off- 

14 track wager accepted on or after such date of enactment. 

15 (b) The provisions of this Act shall not apply to any 

16 interstate off-track wager which is accepte pursuant to a 

17 contract existing on May 1, 1978. 



Senator Breaux. Let me at this time ask our witnesses to come before the 
committee. Mr. Gary Guccione» Secretary-Treasurer of the National Greyhound 
Association, Mr. David Brosnan, who is chairman of the Simulcast Committee, 
and Mrs. Janet Allen, who is a greyhound breeder and kennel operator. 

I would point out that the committee has asked and has contacted 
rqn-esentatives of the various track owners* associations who were not able to 
be with us. We would be very pleased to receive their statements if they would 
be interested in filing such statements and making it part of our record. 

I have a statement also of Senator John Kerry from Massachusetts introducing 
Mr. David Brosnan and wek:oming him. Senator Kerry is supposed to be with 
us, and if he is able to come, I know he would have some remarks about Mr. 
Brosnan, but we have Senator Kerry's remarks introducing him which will be 
made part of our record. 

[The statement follows:] 
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14 
OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR KERRY 

Mr. Giaiiman and memben of the subcommittee. I am pleased to welcome a distinguished 
constituent who is very active in the greyhound business that we are addressing today. 

Mr. Dave Biosnan, from Gloucester, MA, has been a member of the National Greyhound 
Association since 1979. He has served as a member of its executive committee for three yean, and 
he is presently the chaiman of the National Greyhound Association's simulcasting committee. This 
is the committee that focuses on the problems md solutions of televised simulcasting of greyhound 
races from one state to another. 

Dave and his wife, Sandy, have bred and raised greyhounds, so they ceitainly qualify as 
knowledgeable wimesses in this field. 

In addition to his expertise in greyhound racing, Dave has distinguished himself in a number of 
ways. 

He is a U.S. Air Force veteran who served in Viet Nam. 

In 1981, the American Legion awarded him the honor of "Police Officer of the Year in 
Massachusetts.'* 

Dave is a retired major in the Massachusetts state police. 

Mr. Ghairman, I am proud to present Dave to this subcommittee, and to welcome him to the U.S. 
Senate. I know that his expertise in the field of greyhound racing will be helpful to the members of 
this Committee in making decisions on the pencting legislation. 

Senator Bre AUX. Mr. Guccione, I guess if we could hear £rom you. 

STATEMENT OF GARY GUCCIONE, SECRETARY TREASURER, 
NATIONAL GREYHOUND ASSOCIATION, ABILENE, KS 

Mr. GucaoNE. Thank you» Mr. Chairman. 

We appreciate the oppcntunity to testify before you today. My name is Gary 
Guccione. I am the Secretary Treasurer of the National Greyhound Association, 
which is headquarter^ in Abilene, Kansas. My colleagues here have ah-eady 
been introduced. 

We are here today as own^s and breed^s of greyhounds and rq>resentatives 
of greyhound owners and breed^s, to testify in favor of S. 1734, the 1989 
Interstate Greyhound Racing Act. I wish to deal with three main issues very 
briefly. The issue of the sport itself; the issue of simulcasting; and the issue of 
fairness. 

Before I delve into those, though, I would make a comment before Senator 
Kasten may leave us in regard to racing in Wisconsin, which is brand new. That 
this particular bill deals stricdy with interstate simulcasting. And that at the 
present time, in Wisconsin, there is no interstate simulcasting under way or no 
plans that I am aware of, of interstate simulcasting for the immediate future. 

In regard to greyhound racing, which you briefly touched upon. Senator, it 
has been a growth industry since 1969, soon to be in 19 States; 20 years ago it 
was only in 7. There will be 60 tracks before the end of next year; 26 million 
spectators attended the races last year, wagered $3.2 billion — tax revenues of 
$228 million dollars to the States and growing, making it the sixth-largest 
spectator sport in the country. And the stars of the whole program are the 
greyhounds themselves. These are the fastest canine breed in the world, reaching 
speeds of 45 m.p.h. They are a very unique, wonderful animal. They are raised 
in all regions of the country. It costs about $2,500 to raise a greyhound. And more 
than $100 million is expended each year in the maintaining and care of the 
greyhounds, both at the farm and at the track level. It is an industry that touches 
tens of thousands of lives in terms of jobs and of small businesses. 

On the issue of simulcasting, simulcasting is the simultaneous broadcast of 
races as they are contested to patrons wagering at sites other than the track where 
races are conducted. Technology offers a great opportunity to all types of racing, 
be it greyhound or horse, by exposing racing's product to more customers. 
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This can be done in a number of different ways. It can be done from track to 
track, from track to casino or track to theater. It can be intrastate and interstate, 
as I mentioned just a moment ago in touching on the interstate. The pari-mutuel 
pools— and that is the monies that are wagered on the races — these can be 
separate, in the case of simulcasting, or they can be what they call commingled. 
More and more States are locddng at that practice. 

But simulcasting can have a dark side. Unless it is carefully controlled, it can 
certainly damage the industry, especially the vulnerable elements of die industry 
such as the greyhound owners and breeders. And my colleague, Dave Brosnan, 
will touch upon some of those possible dangers in his remarks. 

Interstate or intrastate simulcasting is c^tainly very easy to conduct in 
greyhound racing. And it is made easi^ by the fact that many of the tracks in the 
country are owned by a limited number of groups. 

We have, for example, Delaware North Companies owning a number of tracks 
in various States around the country, making it very easy for them to set up an 
interstate network of simulcasting. United Tote, another multiple-track own^ 
and management sroup involved in a number of different States; the Rooney 
family is another that has tracks in more than one State. 

Our cousins in the horse racing industry saw thepossible threat of simulcasting 
more than a decade ago and sought and received protection through the 1978 
Interstate Horse Racing Act It simply established certain requirements for 
interstate simulcasting, that being that the host track, the racing commissions, 
any tracks within a certain distance of a track that could be affected, and the group 
r^resenting the horse owners, that they be in agreement with the terms tefore 
they could conduct simulcasting across interstate lines. 

It was a beautiful piece of legislation. It did not require the expenditure of any 
Federal dollars, it did not cause the creation of any new agencies, it did not force 
the expansion of bureaucracy, and it did not resdt in a burden on the courts. In 
fact, there has been just one court case in the last 13 years since the enactment 
of the 1978 Interstate Horse Racing Act. 

Nor does it interfere with States' desires or wishes with regard to pari-mutuel 
waging. They can offer as much racing or the types of racing that they want 

This bill is pattemed exacdy after thai 1978 horse racing act It extends to the 
entities in greyhound racing that would be involved or affected by 
simulcasting— interstate simulcasting — the same privileges and requirements 
ahready granted to the horse racing industry. 

Now, just briefly on the issue of fairness. It is inconceivable that any 
commodity or program could be shown on cable or satellite or over the airwaves 
without the owner of that commodity or the subject of that program sharing in 
the revenues, or at least giving pomission for that program to be shown. 

Yet the proprietary rights of greyhound owners are being denied under the 
current practice of greyhound racing. To understand how that is possible, you 
need to understand the present contract or booking system, as it is known in 
greyhound racing. 

The kennel operators wanting to race at a particular track will apply at that 
racetrack for a ccmtract or a booking. They will ask for an q>plication, fill it out, 
submit it to the track. And if they are accented, the track will send that individual 
a contract And it is a standard contract that it sends to the kennels — usually 16 
to 20 kennels — that it wants to operate and race at that racetrack. 

Usually there are long lines of greyhound owners waiting to race at those 
tracks, to get hocked or receive a contract So the tracks are in the very enviable 
position to be able to tell applicants that they can either take the terms of the 
contracts leave it 
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The process is totally void of any type of negotiations. So whenev^ tracks 
refer to the beauty of the current negotiating system in greyhound racing, they 
are really refilling to no negotiating system at all. 

We point this out» this current situation, not to seek a solution from you— we 
need to deal with these problems on our own in the individual States. But the one 
exception involves interstate simulcasting. And that is an exception because 
clearly Congress has ahready set the precedent of establishing basic guidelines 
when it comes to racing animals being shown across State lines for simulcast 
wagering purposes. 

S. 1734 would correct this unfair practice and provide for all those involved 
a chair at the negotiating table. We are not asking Congress to set the 
toms — merely to give us the opportunity to negotiate. That is what the horse 
racing act did in 1978. And we are asking that the same standard of fairness be 
sailed to greyhound owners today. 

Thank you and I would be happy to answ^ any questions at the appropriate 
time. 

[The statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF GARY GUCaONE, SECRETARY TRESURER, NATIONAL 
GREYHOUND ASSN. 

Mr. Chaimian,Memben of the Subcommittee, thank ycwfortheoppoitunky to share ourthoughu 
with regard to S. 1734, the 1989 Interstate Greyhound Racing Act Amt ccnsidering this testimoi^, 
along with the other statements to be provided by my colleagues, we hope you'll agree that this bill 
is vital for the future of our industiy . 

Greyhound racing, now conducted in 17 states (soon to be 19), has enjoyed a tremendous boon 
in this country during die last two decades. It*s a spoits-industiy that provides enteitainment to more 
than 25 million fans each year, jobs and small-bunness opportunities for tens of thousands of people 
at various levels — from die racetrack to the greyhound farms — and tax dollars to state and kcal 
governments that last year exceeded $225 million. Greyhound racing is indeed a growth industiy 
with a bright future. 

Simulcasting — the simultaneous broadcast of races, as they are contested, to patrons wagering at 
sites other than the track where the races are conducted — has the capability of further accdenomg 
the sport's growth and strengthening the industiy as a whole. However, if left unchedced or 
unregulated, it also has the potential of dealing a severe Uow to thousands of people whose livelihoods 
depend on the sport, as wdl as to the governments that rely on the tax dollars generated. 

These possible scenarios involving simulcast wagering for our sport are by no means merely 
speculation. Our cousins in the horse-racing industry, traditionally confronted with the same problems 
we face (only they faced them a generation earlier), have already dealt with the issue of simulcasting. 
To protect their industry from the potential menaces of a simulcast system out of control, the horse 
industry sought — and received — federal legislation known as the 1978 Interstate Horse Racing Act. 
After 12 yean of trial and testing, the legislation has proven to be a big benefit for the horse industiy. 
At the same time, it has not cost the federal government any money, nor has it caused the creation or 
expansion of any fedend agency to regulate it 

Therefore, when confronted with & same simulcast wagering issue, greyhound owners felt that 
the 1978 Horse Racing Aa was the logical starting point The result is the legislation before you 
today, S. 1734, known as the 1989 Interstate Gr^ound Racing Act Except for the change in 
references from horse racing to greyhound racing, the two acts are virtually the same. 

This report is intended to show why S. 1734 is deariy important legislation for our industry. 
Discussion in this report will center on these two points: (1) Basic background infomation on 
greyhound racing; (2) The benefits and problems of simulcasting. 

Additional reports, submitted by others in the industry, will focus on the history, longrange 
problems and economic impaa of simulcasting upon our industry, if left unchecked presented by 
Dave Brosnan, chairman of the National Greyhound Association's Simulcasting Subcommittee), and 
how S. 1734 addresses the simulcast issue presented by Janet Allen, a Phoenix breeder and kennel 
operator). 

GREYHOUND RACING— BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Greyhound racing, as it* s conducted in the world today (Australia, England, Ireland and the United 
States are the major racing countries), is primarily an American phenomenon. It was first successfully 
tried on an oval track in 1919 in Emeryville, Calif ., the brainchild of Owen Patrick Smith (known as 
the **Father of Greyhound Racing**), who developed the first effective mechanical lure. The first 
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fuooesifiiliioe meet wu staged in 'HilM.Okla., in 1921. Greyhound radiig gained much popularity 
in the niid-1920i when it was conducted at night under the U^ts, paiticularly in Florida, which was 
to become the hotbed of radnfl for decades. Growth was sporadic in the following decades, then — 
in the late 1960s, eariy 70s— me sport began gaining widespread popularity. Today it is conducted 
at more than 50 locations in the states of Alabonu, Arizona, Ariumsas, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, 
Vermont, West Virginia and Wisconsin. Texas and Nevada are scheduled to join the fold later this 
yearorearlyin 1991. 

The "stan** of a race are the gr^ounds themselves. These brilliant animals are sighthounds, 
hunters by tradidon, and the fastest of all canine breeds, capalde of reaching speeds beyond 45 miles 
per hour. The faa that they love to ran and love to chase anything that moves, including the aitifidal 
lure that nms along the inside rail of a racetrack, makes the spoit oif racing possilde. Eight greyhounds 
at a time compete in most races, ranning at various distances (5/16 of a mile the most common, but 
3/8 and 7/16-mile distances are also ran) over a quaiter-mile ovaL 

Greyhounds are raised in all states of the country, but they are especially abundant in the Central 
Plains states and states where the spoit is conducted. The ownen and breeders register their 
greyhounds with the National Greyhound Association, headmuutered in Abilene, Ks., which is the 
caretaker of the bloodline recoids of all radna greyhounds in Noith America. The NGA has been in 
existence since 1906 and is recognized by all racing jurisdictions in the United States as the sde 
registiy for the spoit. The NGA' s membership is composed of 6,700 greyhound owners and breeders 
from across the country. NGA is a co-founder of the Greyhound Hall Of Fame and the American 
Greyhound Council, an associate member of the Worid Greyhound Racing Federation and the 
Association of Racing Commissioners International, Inc. It is also a chaiter member of the Worid 
Alliance of Greyhound Registries. 

Another important duty of the Nauonal Greyhound Association is the identification oi the 
gr^ounds. Eveiy breeding and every whelping (Inrth) must be repotted to the NGA within 1 days. 
At 3 months of age, a greyhound pup is tattooed in the ears with numbers issued by the NGA that 
will identify the aninuu for life (coupled with its own unique coloring, feet and toenail maricings). 
All sreyhounds are named through the NGA prior to their going to the racetrack. 

Like the stars and chansons of other sports, greyhounds are athletes. No less than the best of 
feed and care are provided in order for the greyhounds so they can peifomi at their peak ability. Todav 
the cost of breeding and raising a greyhound to track-age (18 months ci age) is about $2,500. 
Greyhounds usually race until they are about 4 to 5 years old. 

Most tracks are privately owned and are operated as proprietary profit-making ventures. All 
wagering is conducted through on-track totalisator systems with the majority c^ racmg held during 
the evenmg houn. Most tracks condua 13 races at each performance at about 15- minute intervals. 

Pari-mutuel wagering is the system that helps make greyhound racing the popular sport that it 
is— Hust u it does for quarter horse, thoroughbred and harness racing. Participants place their wagers 
on the outcome of a race, then a percentage of the money wagered (usually between 77 percent and 
82 percent, depending on the individual state law and type of wager) is returned to those in the 
wagering public holding winning tickeu. In this marmer, the people are not wagering against the track 
or the "house** (as in casinotype gaming), but against themselves. 

All aspecu of radna are re&ulated by state racing commissions in order to protea the interests 
of racing fans. Of the 18 to 23 percent withdrawn from the pari-mumel hancue (aptly called the 
**take-out**), a portion goes to state and local tax revenues, with the remaining amount retained by the 
Uoense holder to pay track operatioiud expenses (purses, salaries, etc.) and as pr^L 

The excitement of greyhound racing and the extreme confidence participants have in the honesty 
and integrity of the sport, coupled with the steady expansion of radrig to new jurisdictions, have all 
contributed toward steady grc^th in the sport in the last 20 years. This expansion is best reflected in 
the following statistics: 

In 1969, there were 36 tracks in 7 states; today there are 53 tracks in 17 states; 

The number of spectators grew from 12niillion in 1969 to 26.6million in 1989,ranking greyhound 
racing u the sixth largest spectator sport in America; 

Pari-mutuel handle (the amount wagered) rose from $660 million in 1969 to $3.2 billion in 1989; 

State and local tax revenues rose from $1 16 million in 1969 to $228 million in 1989. 

These are dear indications that greyhound racing is indeed a major spectator sport in America. 
Greyhound racing has its own Greyhound Hall Of Fame, across from die Eisenhower Center in 
Abilene, Ks., lauded as a maJOT attraction in Kansas and one of the best sports museums of its type 
in the country. Greyhound racing's stake-race program has several races each year where the win 
purse exceeds $50,000, with the total purse for the eight finalists around $ 150,000. 

Conducted in only 17 of the 50 states, greyhound racing is capable of continued 
growth— especially with more state governments looking for tried and proven methods of increasing 
tax revenues while also spurring economic devdopment As that occun, greyhound racing wiU 
become an increasingly important dement in the lives of more and more Americans. 

To undentand some of the effects of simulcast wagering on greyhound racing, it*s important to 
understand the contraa or "booking** system and the standard methods of purse distribution in the 
industry — which are certainly different from the systems used in horse racing. A kennd operator 
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wishing to apply for a ccntraa to race at a track will notify the track of his intentions to acquire an 
appUcation. He*ll then submit that appUcaticn to the track, along with a list of greyhounds (roster) 
he plans to race at the track. The track usually has a minimum reauircment as to the number of graded 
dogs, distance greyhounds, etc. If the track wishes to '*book** the kennel, it will send the kennel owner 
a standardized contraa— the same oontraa sent to aU their other kennds the track wishes to book to 
race at the track that season. A track may book anywhere from 14 to 30 kennels, depending on its 
situation, but the average number is usually between 16 and 20. 

As you can see, the **booking** system is totally void of any negotiations between the track and 
the kennel operator or an owners' or (»erators' group. Because there is almost always a mudi longer 
line oi people waiting to get ''booked'* into a racetrack than there are bookings, the track is in the 
enviable position to be able to tell potential kennel operaton to take- it-or-leave-it. In effect: If you 
don't like the terms we've set for you to nm at our track, then go race elsewhere." Thus it is, whenever 
track operators refer to the beauty of the current "negotiating" system of greyhound ndng— as they 
have in arguing against the adoption oi this bill — they were referrins to no negotiating system at alll 
It is our contention that one reason the American Greyhound Track Operators Association is opposed 
to this legislation is because the system of trae negotiating is presently non-existent, with ftiU and 
total control of the temas of racing in the track operators' hands. 

As for the method of purse payment — a percentage of the amount wagered (the parimutud handle) 
during each week is paid in the form of purses. This percentage is either mandated by legisUition, or 
set fa^ state racing conunission policy or by the track itself, in some cases, all the purse money is 
distributed to the coittracted kennels; in other cases, the money is paid directly by the track to the 
greyhound owner. The purse percentage paid varies from state to state, ranging from 2.7 percent in 
Alabama to 4.5 in the new racing state of Wisconsin. 

THE ISSUE OF SIMULCASTING 

Some 20 years ago, if a racing fan wanted to make a legal wager on a race, he or she had to go 
to the track where the race was bong run. Simulcasting soon changed that in a big way. 

Today, the mediods of placing a legal wager on a race— be it in gre^ound racing or horse 
racing — are practically endless. Races are simulcast from track to track (both mtrastate and mterstate), 
from track to betting parior (both intrasute and interstate), from track to casino (primarilv interstate), 
from one kind of track to another kind of track (greyhound to horse and vice versa); nom a trade 
that's open to one that's closed for the season; from one track to another racing facility that's currently 
conducting live racing. Simulcasting may involve two separate betting pools---the host track's handle 
and pay-olfs being entirely indq)endent from the receiving track's pari- mutuels; or the two tracks 
may have common pools and pay-offs (commingling). No doubt other new combinations involving 
simulcasting will continue to arise. 

What's Sie attraction of simulcasting? Qmxt simply, it makes it more convenient for more racing 
fans to place a wager on a race. By simulcasting races, a racetrack's market can be significantly 
broadened. That increases the pari-mutuel handle on the race, which, as wu noted above, is the prime 
revenue source that pays taxes, ofwrational expenses and hopefully provides some pofits. 

Fueling the fires of simulcasting is an ever-increasing scramble for the entertainment dollar in 
this country. Racing, at one time, was one ci only a handful of sporting enteitainment alternatives to 
the public. Today, the competition for the discretionary leisure dollar is fierce. Racing, in order to 
hold its own, has fek the need to make it u convenient as possible for its fans to see and wager on a 
race. Ever-increasing operational expenses, plus sagging attendance and pari-mutud figures (largely 
due to the intense competition), have threatened the very survival of some horse tracks in recent years. 
Some racing experts have concluded that simulcasting may be the only mechanism that can keep 
manv horse trades afloat in the yean ahead. 

But there are some downsides to simulcasting, if the racing industry is not cautious how it 
proceeds. One involves the potential threat to live racing. Too much simidcasting, or simulcasting 
toodeeply into markets where live racing exisu, can negativd^^ effect area tracks. Iw-mutuel handles 
and attendance drop, consequentlv tax revenues, purses, salanes, etc. decrease. It may even force the 
track to dose, dealing a severe blow to everyone associated with the track, inchidmg the breeders 
and owners— horse or greyhound— that were providing the racing products to operate that facility. 
It's possiUe for simulcasting to be extremdybaiefidal to one segment of racing, but equally injurious 
to another. David Brosnan goes into greater detail in his npoti on this paiticiuar matter. 

The bi^est concern ci greyhound ownen and breeders with regard to simulcast deals with this 
issue ci fairness. Many owners have already experienced the frustration of seeing their greyhounds 
used for simulcasting, without the owners' permission. Adding insult to iniury is the faa that, in most 
cases, the greyhound ownen' are not being properiy recompensated for me use of their greyhounds 
in the simulcasting programs. The bulk of profits are ending up in the pockets of the track operaton, 
the ownen of fadlides recdving the simulcast, or the disseminaton in the middle who set up the 
system— everyone except those whose greyhounds make the entire simulcasting svstem possible, 
tnis situation exists in greyhound racing today because of the lack of anv federal guidelines such as 
those implonented by the 1978 Intersute Horse Racing Act With no federal guidelines dictating 
fairness, simulcasting in greyhound racing is trampling over a segment of the industry that makes it 
all possfl>le— the ownen and breeden. 
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It is inooooeivtble to imagiiie a Sylvester StsJlone movie or Mike Tyson fight being shown on a 
cable or satellite system, without Stallone or Tyson somehow sharing in the financial benefits derived 
horn those telecasts. It is even more inccnceivable to inwgine such programs being shown without 
their permission Yet that unjust practice is going on every day when greyhound races are being 
simulcast across the country, for profit, without compensation going to the greyhounds* owners and 
without their pemussion. 

S. 1734 does not call for financial remuneration for the greyhound owners. It does not legislate 
the terms of simulcasting. It does not set the pune percentage owners should receive from simulcast 
wagering. What it does is this: It merely asks for that which was granted horse owners back in 1978 
with the Intersute Horse Racing Aa — the right to have a chair at the negotiating table, along with 
the track openuon and the respective racing commissions, when the weighty decisions involving the 
simulcasting of their greyhounds are being made. 

That's what the Horse Racing Aa did. It required all parties involved to agree on the tems of 
simulcasting before it could be carried out across state lines. It established the proprietary relationship 
of the horse racing industry and its right to proper compensation when its produa was being used. 
Tbt 1989 Interstate Greyhound Racing Aa asks no more, no less. 

As mentioned earlier, it accomplishes this without any budgetary demands on the federal 
government, nor without an expansion of the federal bureaucracy. It is a wonderful piece of legislation 
whose merits have been proven in their application to the horse racing industry through the 1978 
Horse Racing Act It's time greyhound owners were fruited this same allowance, this same degree 
oi fairness—^ right to determme when and how their personal property, their greyhounds, should 
be used. 

Thank you. 

Senator Breaux. Thank you very much, Mr. Guccione. But let us hear from 
our oth^ witnesses. 

Ms. Allen, do you want to go next? 

STATEMENT OF JANET ALLEN, GREYHOUND BREEDER AND 
KENNEL OPERATOR, PHOENIX, AZ 

Mrs. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Janet 
Allen. I am a greyhound breeds and a racing kennel owner from the Phoenix, 
Arizona, area. 

The first thing I would like to make very clear to you is that the NGA who 
rq>resents the owners and breeders in this country is not against simulcasting. 
This is not an anti- simulcasting bill. And anyone who has studied the 
simulcasting issue realizes that it will play a key and inevitable role in the fiiture 
of racing. 

And we realize this. But it is along with this realization that comes our 
concerns about the downside of simulcasting. 

When the greyhound industry began lookmg for legislation to protect us from 
the dangers of simulcasting, we needed look no further than the 1978 Interstate 
Horse Racing Aa. This is a wcmderful piece of legislation in that it works. Its 
merits have been tested over the past 1 2 years. It is legislation that is proven. And 
as Gary has just pointed out, it created no more bureaucracy, nor did it cost any 
additional tax dollars. And also, as he pointed out, the legal cause of action 
granted under the Interstate Horse Racing Act tested only the one case. So the 
history of this bill has proven that it will not clutter the court system. 

This bill has succeeded in its intent to allow simulcasting to benefit the sport 
of horse racing, while not pomitting the negative side of simulcasting to destroy 
it With the benefit of hindsight, this bill is, indeed, what the greyhound racing 
industry needs todav. 

They had a problem; this bill was their solution. We have a problem; this bill 
is our solution. And our situation does not diffin* from the horse industry regarding 
simulcasting. And to say that it furthers the private interest of dog owners is 
absurd, and it makes me very sad. I am a dog owner. And I want nothing more 
than I already have. And if this bill does not pass, not only will I not be 
compensated for my dogs* racing, I will not even know where they are racing 
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them. I will lose control completely. And the people who are ahready making the 
money will make 100 percent off my dogs. I am out of it if it is simulcast out of 
State with no control. 

I would like to list a few of the things that this bill will do. It will provide 

Erotection for all involved, for everyone involve in greyhound racing. And just 
ow this would be accomplished is very simple. And this is the nucleus of the 
whole bill. It would require that all parties, including us, who have any interest 
in the simulcasting of races must be in agreement with the terms of the 
simulcasting procedure if it pertains to an interstate situation. These parties would 
include, of course, the racing association, the owners* group which represents a 
majority of owners of greyhounds racing there, and the racing commissions. 
Another important thing this bill will do, and maybe the most important, is 
immediately correct the blatant unfairness now prevalent that permits the 
transmission of races without die express, written permission of the owners of 
the ff-eyhounds. And this is hapipening. This bill will guarantee owners' 
proprietary rights to their racing animals. 

And I would like to point out a few things that the bill will not do. Number 
one, it will not interfere with intrastate simulcasting. There is intrastate 
simulcasting going on within States. This goes through the Tote system. It is paid 
out in the purses. And that is fine. There is no problem with that. 

Number two, it will not restrict the expansion of interstate simulcasting in any 
way, as long as all parties affected are in agreement And number three, this 
legislation will not interject Congress into the contractual business relationships 
between tracks and greyhound groups; nor does this legislaticm force the tracks 
to negotiate the terms of the racing contracts with their kennels. And I am dealing 
with that right now. 

Okay, this bill sets no terms. It only sets the guidelines that these groups must 
negotiate themselves. And number four, this bill does not encourage the 
expansion of gaming in any States where the citizens have not supported such 
sport And finally, the 1989 Interstate Greyhound Racing Act does not legalize 
off-track betting, period. 

Simulcasting, as it is currendy being conducted in greyhound racing, boils 
down to a fairness issue. The present system in horse racing, which allows all 
parties with an interest in interstate simulcasting of racing, including the horse 
owners, to negotiate the terms of how their aninmls will be used in the interstate 
simulcasting process is a just and fair one. 

This has been deemed as such by Congress, by passing the 1978 Interstate 
Horse Racing Act And that the greyhound own^^ are not afforded the same 
privilege is an inequity, because we have the same problem. There is strong 
precedent for Congress to become involved in this issue. And that the greyhound 
owners* proprietary interests are neither respected nor protected at die present 
time when it comes to simulcasting is unfair. 

Thank you. 

[The statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF JANET ALLEN, GREYHOUND BREEDER AND KENNEL OPERATOR 

Mr. Chaiiman, Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Janet Allen. I am a greyhound breeder 
and a kennel operator from Phoenix, Ariz., and a member of the NGA*s Executive Committee and 
Legislative Subcommittee. 

We wish to have it noted at the outset that the National Greyhound Assodation, representing the 
greyhound owners and breeders in this country, is not anti-simidcasting. Anvone whohu studied the 
simulcasting issue knows there are tremendous beneflts that can be obtained for our industry through 
the simulcasting system. It is also clear that simulcasting will play a key and inevitable role in the 
foture of racing. 
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Bm widi this realization comet ccnoems abom the downnde of simul 
Bfonan*! repoit. 

When the indastiy began looldngfor legislation to protect it from the dangers of simulcasting it 
needed to look no fuither than the ly78 Intersute Horse Racing Act Here wu a piece of legislation 
that had been tried and pfoven, legislation that had cost the government no additional tax ddUrs, 
lei^ation that did not create any new agencies or expand the present bureaucracy. No less thsn 53 
dinere u t drafts of that bill had been considered before the horse mdustiy and Congress finally arrived 
at the one that eventually passed, so we know a lot of homewoik went into the bill; it was not casually 
thrown together. 

More importantly, the bill has gone through 12 yean of trial Its merits have certainly been tested 
in that time, when )rou consider aU the rev^dutionarv changes that have occurred in horse racing with 
regard to simulcasting since the bill's enactment Ine horse industxy is proud of that legislation and 

ess it vigilantly-— for good reason. The 1978 Interstate Horse Racmg Aa has succeeded in its 
to allow simidcasting to benefit the sport, while not permitting the negative side of simulcasting 
10 destroy it Sure, horse racing still has dimutes and problems with simulcasting. But there is no 
question that horse racing is much stronger for having passed the Interstate Horse Radng Act 

The comments made by Kenmckv Senator Wendeli Ford when that bill was being considered in 
1978, u carried in the Congressional record, are so relevant to our cause here today that they bear 



..those of us who have a vital interest in the fiimre well- being of the Nation's horse industry 
have been woridng to dnft a piece of legislation to protect that industiy against the uncontrolled 
growth of oB-inxx. betting. 

"At the same time, we have tried to strike an effective balance by not imposing undue restrictions 
or mmeoessaiy Federal encroachment on le^al off-tnck betting operations in the United States. 
Another prime ccncera was preserving the nghu of Sutes to d^rmine their own policies as they 
fitted to off-track wagering.... 

"...the real issue at stake in this measure is not only the health, stability, and long-tem economic 
well-being crfhorseradng but the entire equine industiy in this countrv. There are more than 23,500 
horse faims in the countiy, some 400 racetracks, and more than 200,000 individuals whose livelihood 
is directly dqsendent on horse-radng. Little wonder then that racing is a $13 billion business, with 
frr-reacfainjs imf^cations for many segments of this countiy 's economy. 

"Tlie birth of oB-tnck betting operations several yean ago raised the specter of unknown, but 
potentially grave consequences to the fiimre of the horse industiy. "As the interest in off-tnck betting 
eipmded in many areas of the countiy, it became apparent to those of us concerned about the fiimre 
of the hone indiutry that a national policy as it related to off-track betting was needed and, in faa, 
o¥ndue. 

"Tlie proposal now before the Senate would esuUish such a poUcy. 

"Just what does this measure accomplish? 

"It provides for a peacefiil coexistence between the racing industiy and interstate off-tnck betting, 
whenever mutually acceptable arrsngements can be woiked out between the track and State where 
racint is hdd and an dS-tnck betting coiporation in another State. 

"It keeps Federal involvement at a minimum and does not require any expansion of the Federal 
bureaucracy. 

"It protecu the smaller racetncks as well as the larger tracks . 

"FmaUy, it guarmtees the right of a State to deteimine its own policies, so long u they do not 
interfere widi those of another Sute. 

"Let me make it dear that the sole purpose of any restrictive provisions in this measure is to 
control the unregulated proliferation of off-uack betting. This measure maintains regulated off-track 
betting as a viable option for State consideration as both a revenue raising measure and a means of 
increasing interest in the sport of racing. 

"Let me also emphasize that this is not a bill legislating against (^-track betting; noher it is a bill 
that allows States to protect these revenue-producing industries from outside and illegal competition. 

"If we fail to enaathis legislation, I feel veiy strongly that the uncontrolled gnywth of off-track 
betting could lead to the demise of many smaller tracks imd do irreverriUe haim to the horse industry 
and those States which rely heavily on tax revenues from racing. 

"...I am convinced that this is a fair and equitable measure which will aid and protect the horse 
industiy. States, and the off-track betting interesu. This bill usures the continued vitality of the racing 
industry, while at the same time establishing the lines of cooperation necessaiy for the expansion of 
interstate off-track betting operations. Without this legislation, it is extremdy unlikery that the 
ooopenttion necessaiy for the peaoefiil coexistence of aUparties involved can ever be reaUzed.** 

lliose vei^ aiguments npplv today to our situation m gre^hoond racing. With the benefit of 
hindsight, having seen that this bill wu indeed what horse racmg needed, we have fiill confidence 
thatthisveiy same bill— except for the faa that S. 1734, of course, deals with greyhounds — is what's 
needed for greyhound radnfl today. 

Exactlv how would the Interstate Greyhound Racing Act provide protection for all involving in 
greyhound racing? First and foremost^Hnd veiv simply---4t would re^^^ 
any interest in tM simnlcasfing of races muit be in agreement with Oie lemis of the s i m u l c asti n g 
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procedure if it peitains to an interstate situation. Hiis would include the racing association, the 
owners' ^roup which represents the majority of owners of gre^ounds radng there, and the racing 
commissions in both the host and ofif-track states. Permission is also required of an operating track 
within 60 miles of an ofif-track betting office (or, if no track is open within 60 miles, the closest 
currently operating track in an adjoining state). 

The bill also sutes that no off-track belting system may employ a takeout for an intentate wager 
which is greater than the takeout for correspondmg wagenng pools of off-track wagers on races run 
within the off-track state, except, of coune, where a greater takeout is authorized \^ state law in the 
off-track state. 

Violaton of the act would be civilly liable for damages to the host state, the host racing association 
and the greyhound ownen* group. The bill spells out the types of damages for each violation in Sec. 
6, paragraphs 1 and 2. 

Most importantly for the greyhound industry, the bill would immediately correa the blatant 
unfairness now prevalem that permits the transmission of races without the express written permission 
of the owners of the greyhounds — in the exact same maimer that the Horse Kadn^ Act requires the 
horse owners* group's permission before their hones can be simulcast Hiis will guarantee 
recognition of the greyhound owners* proprietary rights to their racing animals and that they have a 
voice in how their greyhounds are used in the interstate simulcasting process. 

Besides not costing the government a penny, not creating a new governmental agency, and not 
expanding the existiiu; bureaucracy, there are several other thmgs that the 1 989 Interstate Greyhound 
Racing Act does NOT do. 

First, it does not interfere with intrastate simulcasting in a particular state. That authority would 
continue to rest exclusively with state jurisdictions. Whatever individual states wish to do with regard 
to simulcasting within a state is up to them. 

Second, it does not restria the expansion of interstate simulcasting in any way. As long as all 
parties who are affected by the interstate simulcasting process are in agreement with the terms of 
simulcasting, the program goes forth as before. Look no further than the horse industry for proof of 
this. Simulcasting — both interstate and intrastate— continues to take place, and in some cases even 
flourishes, while the Horse Racing Aa is in effect 

Hiird, federal legislation does not interject Congress into the contractual/business relationships 
between tracks and greyhound groups, nor does it force tracks to negotiate the terms of the racing 
contracts with their ketmels, as some track operators have conteixled. The lack of any negotiations 
(as discussed in Gary Gucdone's report) is a problem kermel owners have grown accustomed to over 
die years, and if they wish to resolve it, they need to tackle it on the playing field of each individual 
state. All S. 1734 does is reauire terms of interstate simulcast wagenng be negotiated among all the 
parties involved, including me group representing the greyhound owners. 

Congress* involvement in any negotiation -including those pertaining to interstate 
simulcasting — ^would actually be nil, requiring only that all groups involved negotiate the terms of 
greyhound simulcasting. The federal government sets no terms insofar as purses, number of races, 
etc. It only sets forth the guideline that the affected parties must negotiate the terms before interstate 
simulcastins can take place. Again, looking at the 1978 Horse Raang Act— Congress has not had to 
involve itselif with the private negotiations within the horse industry. 

Fourth, the 1989 Intersute Greyhound Racing Act does not encourage the expansion oi gaining 
in states where citizens have not supported such sports (thereby causing law enforcement problems). 
Hiis contention, made by some track operators, is totally unfoiuided. To suggest that adding one more 
chair for gr^hound owners at the simulcast negotiating taUe would lead to expansion and ensuing 
problems is Ulogical and preposterous. Nothing is preventing the expansion (in fact, uncontrollable 
expansion is possible) under the present guideUne-less environment, except for the reservations of 
the individual states. The same would be true under S. 1734. 

Finally, S. 1734 does not legalize (tff-track betting. Period. 

Mr. Qiairman, Members of the Coiiunittee — simulcasting as it*s currently being conducted in 
greyhound racing boils down to a fairness issue. The present system in horse racing, which allows 
aU parties with an interest in interstate simulcasting of horse races, including the horse owners, to 
negotiate the teims of how their racers will be used in the interstate simulcasting process, is a jan 
and fair one — and has been deemed as such by Congress by virtue of the 1978 lotervuue Horse Racing 
Act That greyhound owners are not afforded this very same privilege is a blatant inequity. That 
greyhound owners' proprietary interests are not respeaed nor protected at the present time when it 
comes to simulcasting is unfair. 

To correa that unfairness, we ask that you suppoit the passage of S. 1734. Thank you. 

Senator Kastbn. Thank you, Mr. Allen. We will now hear £rom Mr. David 
Brosnan. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID J. BROSNAN, CHAIRMAN, SIMULCASTING 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL GREYHOUND ASSOCIATION, AND 
GREYHOUND OWNER AND BREEDER, GLOUCESTER, MA 
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Mr. Brosnan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Dave Brosnan, and I 
am £rom Gloucester, Massachusetts. I have submitted a written statement, and I 
appreciate the opportunity to submit that statement 

I would like to clarify a couple of points that were raised when we appeared 
here in August before the subcommittee in the House of Representatives. 

There was a question regarding a greyhound race of champions that was held 
in Multnomah in Oregon this past July. This race is our Kentucky D^by . These 
greyhounds that eventually ran in this race in Multnomah were the eight best 
ereyhounds in the United States. Thev came from as far awav as Lincoln, Rhode 
Isliuid, they came from Florida, and they come from Colorado, and I believe one 
of them also came from the home State of Senator Kasten, from the State of 
Wisconsin. 

There was some question raised by the American Greyhound Track Owners 
Association if in fact they did share in the purses that were generated by 
simulcasting. We felt that the purses were not shared by simulcasting, and the 
track owners indicated that they, in fact, they did. 

Consequently, I have an article here from Sports Illustrated, and attached to 
that is letters from the eight owners of the greyhounds that did compete in that 
race that indicates that they never did give permission for their dogs to be 
simulcast and, more importantly, they never shared in the simulcast revenue that 
was coming in. 

Now, these are the eight best dogs in the country, and they were shut out from 
receiving their — ^what we feel was their Just amount of money. I would like the 
qnx)rtunity to enter this into the record, Mr. Chairman. 

And the final point is that our oi)ponents, the track owners of this country, all 
52 of them, have indicated that if, in fact, this is an injustice, it is a very small 
injustice because it only amounts to 1 percent of the handle that was bet on 
greyhound racins last year in this country. 

Last year, in tnis country, we handled $3.2 billion. Now, the $32 million that 
was generated in simulcasting to the 52 track operators may seem a very 
insimificant amount of money, but I can assure you, Mr. Chairman, that to the 
6,700 members of our association, the breeders and the owners of these dogs, 
that is a very significant amount of money, and it is the money that might m^e 
the difference between some of these people surviving in our industry and some 
of them failing. 

I do want to thank you for giving us the opportunity to speak before you, and 
we are available to answ^ any questions that you feel that you might want to 
give us. 

[The statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DAVE) J. BROSNAN. CHAIRMAN. SIMULCASTING COMMITTEB, 
NATIONAL GREYHOUND ASSN. 

Mr. Chairman. Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the oppoituniw to appear and to 
provide you with this testimony regardin£ S. 1734, the 1989 Interstate Greyhound Racing Act I wish 
to briefly mpme you of the impact simulcasting has thus far had — and could have, in the future— on 
the spoit of greyhound racing, insctfar as greyhound owners are ccncerned. Ihis, oif course, hu been 
carried out en a playing field void oi any roles, such as those foUowed bv our friends in the horse 
racing industry as a result of the legislation passed in 1 978. the Interstate Horse Racing Act. Finally, 
rd also like to briefly address the opposition to this bill voiced by the American Greyhound Trade 
Operators Association. 

Simulcasting started out harmlessly enouah in greyhound racing. In faa, in the beginning, it was 
a godsend to the sport in the state of Colorado. In the late 1970i. earfy 198()s, greyhound racing in 
Ccdorado had become somewhat stagnant, with a year-round circuit bemg conducted at four different 
tracks. P^-mutuel handle and attendance figures were not increasing, and greyhound ownen were 
straggling. Only in the summer was the sport dotely accessible to £e metropolitan population of 
Denver, consequently that wu the only season when purses weie hicrative. 

* Ihe Iflttoa won not rapovdudUe. 
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A fimulcasting program was adopted whereby noes from any greyhound Uick in Colorado could 
be ihown and wagered on at aU other tracks in Colorado. Wisely, aU the monies wagered went into 
the same pool, giving all the tracks sizeable increases in parimutud handle. Because all the monies 
wagered were lump^ together, purses increased accordingly, thereby allowing greyhound owners 
to share in the bonanza of intrutate simulcasting. The gains made by eveiyone were equiuble. 

Then came the simulcastina of races into Las Vegu, first bv Tucson Greyhound Paik, then the 
Jacksonville, Fla., tracks. Tradu in Rhode Island, South Florida and Oregon were to soon follow, 
with a number of tracks today still simulcasting races into Nevada casinos. Disseminators are the 
"middle men*' that make the arrangements with the track and the casinos to cany out the simulcasting. 
They represent the track before the Nevada Gaming Board, take care of various legal requirements, 
put togeUier the radng profiram, eta In most if not all instances, the disseminator pays the tnick a set 
fee for each peif omunce. U*s our understanding that the fees paid to the tracks by disseminators is 
modest The disseminator receives a percentage of the amount wagered at the casinos on the 
simulcasts. little or none of the funds derived is paid in purses— ceitamly not the same percentage 
of purse that's paid for on-track wagers. Nor is permission obtained from owners to simidcast races 
involving their greyhounds. 

In the last several yean, simulcasting became a hotter issue u other tracks explored its feasibility. 
Southland Greyhound Park in W. Menqphis, Ark., which by law could not ran Hve races on 
Wednesday afternoons, began satelliting races that day from its sister tracks at Senunole, Fla., and 
Apache Junction, Ariz. The pari-mumel pools were kept independent, and a lesser purse percentage 
(3/4 of a percent at first, later upped to 1 percent) was paid in purses to the ownen of the greyhounds 
putting on the show — a much smaller percentage than what was received at their respective tracks 
for on-site wagering. Fuither, the owners of greyhounds at Southland received no compensation, even 
though the new matinee peifonnance on Wednesdays took away from the pari-mumd handle on Uve 
racing on Wednesday nights, thereby actually reducing the purses to Southland greyhound ownen. 
AU of the simulcasting was conducted without any negotiations or explicit permission from 
greyhound ownen at any of the tracks involved (Seminole, Apache or SoutUand). 

For several yean, races from the Uncohi Track in Rhode Island were simulcast into the two 
smaller tracks at South Dakota, one at Sodrac Paric in Sioux City, the other at Black Hills Track in 
Rapid City. The pari-mutud pools were kepi independent of each other. By action of the State Radng 
Commission, 1.5 percent of the simulcast handle had to go to the kennds that raced at the Sou£ 
Dakota tracks (more than 3 percent went to punes from Uve racing). At Sodrac, the figure aUocated 
wu actuaUy deducted from the kennels' meat bills with the track, while at Rapid Qty, the amount 
was paid in the form (tf a $1 lead-out fee (each time a kennd had an enUv the track paid the kennd 
$ 1 , regardless how the greyhound peif omed) with the balance being paid in one check at the end of 
ibt season. It's doubtful that any of the monies derived from simi&casting made its way into the 
pockets of the actud ownen of the greyhounds. 

As for the srevhounds at Lincohi— ^e ones putting on the simdcast show — ^Lincoln Greyhound 
Paric advised NuA in 1989 that it would begin to pay a purse percentage to kennd operaton (1 
percent) of wagen placed via simulcasting at the South Dakota tracks. Prior to that lincdn had 
charged $500 a peifonnance from the Rapid City tracks to link up, but in 1989 that was to have been 
changed to a percentage ci the handle (4 percem), acccnding to the Rapid Qty track's generd 
numager. Kennd operaton at Lincoln, however, have advised that weeKly pune sheets have never 
indicated whether a purse from the simulcast races into South Dakota has ever been paid to the owners 
of the Lincohi greyhounds. As in aU the other instances mentioned, no permission was ever sought 
from or given by the ownen or kennel operaton of the greyhounds at any of the tracks 
invQlved---Linco]n, Sodrac or the Black HiUs. More recently, the Lincohi simulcasting has been 
replaced with simulcasting from South Florida and neaiby Iowa. 

On numerous occasions, major stake races are simulcast to a variety of tracks around the country. 
The Kemucky Deiby has even been simulcast into a greyhound track ^ulmomah in Poitland, Ore.) 
while Uve radng has been going on. The stake purse is rardy, if ever, supplemented by siniulcast 
revenues, though most recdving tracks will pay a percenuge of the simdcast handle on the race into 
their the punes (tf greyhounds racing at thdr tracks. Nonethdess, in every instance this practice occun 
without consuhation with or permission from the greyhounds' ownen at dther the host or recdving 
tracks. 

Statistics rdeased by Gaming & Wagering Business Magazine show that off-track wagering on 
greyhound racing in 1989 was $28,571 464. Keep in mind that this figure does not include those 
jurudictions that lump intrastate simulcast wagering into the same parimutud pool (dl, or neariy aU 
of them,as best we can surmise), nor would it include the Nevada simulcasting into casinos. That may 
not seem Uke a significant amount, but considerthatit represents a 73.63 percent increase in the figure 
from 1988. 

Qeariy the trend is toward more and more simulcasting in the future. Just in recent days came 
news that the tracks in Council Bluffs, Iowa, N. Sioux City, South Dakou, and Rapid Qty, South 
Dakota, had entered into a contractual agreement whereby races would be 
simulcast — intentate— from the Iowa track to the two South Dakota tracks and thdr numerous 
sateUites. Once again, it wu done without pennistian of the greyhound ownen. And once again, it 
was done without any regular purse money designated for the greyhounds that put on tfa0 fimulcasting 
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ihow. Bven more late-breaking is talk about a possible multi-sute simulcastiiig system of 
tracks — similar to what many states have gone to with the lotteiy — where all the moneys wagered 
would go into one pari-mutuel pooL It may be a terrific system, and it may even be beneficial to the 
spoil, mit greyhound ownen need to have voice in this matter. 

What rale will simulcasting plav in greyhound racing in the future? It*s the near-unanimous 
thinking of most racing officials and expeits that the expansion of simulcasting is ineviuble— and 
the events of recent weeks bear this out The new challenges that face greyhound racing today have 
in most cases already been encountered by the horse racing industiy, and if that's the case with 
simulcasting— and we think it is — then we can brace ourselves for a torrent of new simulcasting 
sitnations in the spoit of greyhound racing in the decade ahead. 

If simulcasting were to ever ^et completely out of control, it could mean the closure of many 
rMetracks. Thatmay seem like an moonceivable notion, but consider the words of no less an authority 
that Lou Deiteen, foraner general manager at Southland Greyhound Paric and a veteran official in the 
neyhound industiy. In the May 1989issueaf GREYHOUND UPDATE and the April 19S9 issue <^ 
The GREYHOU^a) RE VIEW, Deiteen said that the day may be coming (u eariy as the year 2000) 
when onl^ eight major tracks would be in existence— two in each time zone — with simulcasting from 
these trades replacing Uve racing at other facilities. 

Even if that were to only paitially come to pass, the effect on the industiy would be devastating. 
Fewer tracks would mean fewer jobs, lost tax revenues and, of course, fewer greyhounds. Eight tracks 
(15 percent of what we have today) would spell a drastic decline in the demand for racing greyhounds 
and would absohitely devastate the greyhound breeding industiy. This year, greyhound owners will 
spend about $95 million just to ndse the greyhounds from biith to track-age and another $55 million 
to care for the greyhounds each year at the racetrack (based on $2,500 per greyhound to raise from 
biith to track age, and $5 per dav for greyhounds at the racetrack). Simulcasting, if left unchecked, 
has the potential of decimating that industiy and displacing tens of thousands of people who depend 
oo gre^iound racing for their income and livelihood. 

Some — but not all — track operators pooh-pooh Lou Deiteen's vision of two greyhound tracks in 
each time zone by the year 2000. Greyhound ownen, however, listen to his prophecies much more 
seriously. The 73 percent increase in simulcasting from 1988 to 1989 justifies that concern. How 
much expansion will there be by 1992? By 1995? If similar increases in growth are experienced the 
next couple of yean then, to paraphrase Senator Diiksen, before long we'll be talking about a lot <^ 
money. 

Regardless of the figure, the fact the practice of simulcasting hu at least some impact on thousands 
of gr^hound ownen and breeden shouldbe grounds enough forpassase of S. 1734. Two other points 
we ask that you consider First — as has beenpoiiited out before-S. 1734 will not increase the federal 
budget or expand the federal bureaucracy. That being the case, then the amoum presently wagered 
oo simulcasting should be ci little or no conseouence. One's proprietary rights are being violated, 
whether it*s for a million doUan or one dollar. Second, the precedent of preserving the proprietaiy 
rights of horse ownen in cases involving intentate simulcasting has already been set by viitue of the 
1^78 Hone Racing Act 

We agree with the opinion of most in the industiy that simulcasting will grow by leaps and hounds 
in the yean ahead. Despite all the growth we hear about in greyhound radng, most oi the growth has 
been the result of expansion into new states or increases in racing dates. In most cases, d^e average 
daily attendance and handle has actually declined in the last few yean. Increased competition for the 
entertainment dollar is one big reason for that decline. 

As this trend continues, tracks will explore eveiy possible aUemative to revive those attendance 
and pari-mumd figures, which most assuredly will encompass the practice of simulcasting. The guras 
of racing encourage the adoption of simulcasting at eveiy opportunity, to meet the growing 
oompetirion for the entertainment dollar. As hone racing has shown, simulcasting is the wave of the 
future. If our sport follows horse racing insofar as trends are concerned (and it generally does), then 
horse racing's $1 1 billion wagered onsite, compared with iu $2 billion off- site, will tnmslate to a 
$3.2 billion/$58 million ratio in greyhound racing ($58 million being what would be wagered via 
simulcasting on greyhound racing). This is no pall^ figure — and there's eveiy indication, with the 
likely exoansion oi greyhound racing into new states, that the increase will be even greater. 

Simulcasting is a serious concern to the greyhound owner and breeder. In fact, in a 1989 poll 
taken by the National Greyhound Association of its 6,700 members — the NGA membership being 
the greyhound ownen and breeden in this countiy — the iuue dted as the most impoitam oi the 
upoommg decade was simulcasting. Based on what has gone on so far with simulcasting in greyhound 
radng, their concerns are well founded. 

What has been done to remedy the problem within the industiy? The National Greyhound 
Association, representing the ownen and breeden, has met on numerous occasions with tiack 
operaton to discuss concerns about simulcasting. NGA formulated a position highlighting two areas 
(tf greatest concern: (1) the fair and equitable sharina by all directly involved in racing, inchiding the 
greyhound ownen and breeden, of the benefiu that are derived from simulcasting, and (2) 



i simulcasting, and (2) the 
av(»danoe of any simulcasting that would threaten or coitail Uve areyhound radng m a particular 
area. To thefrostration of ownen and breeden, their pleas have fallen on deaf ean. With no federal 
or sute guidelines on this nuuter, track operttors have not fdt the compelling need to do what's fair 
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for all industiy segments. Ownen and breeden were thus left with no other recourse but to seek 
federal guidelmes to protect their proprietaiy interests insofar as simulcasting is concerned. 

So it was no suiprise to see AGTOA take the position of opposing S. 1734. We wish to respond 
to their five main objections to the bill at this time. 

1. The greyhound industiy diffen maikedly from the horse racing industiy. Ceitainlv our 
industries have some differences, but they're insignificant and irrelevant to the issue at hand (Le., 
simulcasting). AGTOA says that greyhound racing does not face the same concern horse racing had 
with regaid to simulcasting — that is, the fear that it would rain the horse racing indusuy. Although 
simulcasting may not be a fear with some track operators in the industiy, it ceitainly is a fear w& 
greyhound ownen and breeders, as we have conv^ed. And, as Mr. Joe Sullivan, owner and operator 
of Hinsdale Greyhound Track, has pointed out in Ins letter (copy attached), it's also a concern among 
other track operators. Some of these track operators, indudmg memben of AGTOA, have informally 
and confidentially expressed their concerns about simulcasting's impaa on the future of greyhound 
racing. 

As for AGTOA's statements that simulcasting has saved tracks from closing — NGA has never 
disputed the potential benefits of simulcasting. Certainly it can help save some smaller tracks diat are 
having financial problems. We also make it clear that we are not opposed to the piinciple <^ 
simulcasting. It is when simulcasting is conduaed without the permission of the greyhound owners 
that the NGA must raise objections. 

2. The greyhound industiy is prospering without any federal intervention. We briefly touched 
upon this issue a few moments a^o. Tlie implication by AGTOA is that horse racing's growth has 
been stymied by federal intervention (Le., the Interstate Horse Racing Aa), while gr^ound racing 
has flourished because there exists no such aa for our spoit There really is no connection. Horse 
racing has shown little growth for three reasons (none of which is federal intervention): first, because 
it's been in most states for a number of yean, with little room for esqMuision into new juiisdictions; 
second, because of the fierce and growmg competition for the entertainment dollar that is causing 
stagnation or even a loss in daily average attendance and pari-mutuel handle figures, and third, 
beoiuse the cost of operating a horse track is much greater than operating a greyhound track, thus 
further limiting expansion into areas other than major maikets. 

A closer look at greyhound racing's growth indicates it to largely be the result of expansion into 
new states (thus, horizontal growth rather than vertical). In the last 20 yean, the number of states 
with greyhound racing has increased from 7 to 17 (soon to be 19) and the number of tracks has risen 
from 36 to 54 (possiUy 60 by next year). So the impressive growth figures you see on greyhound 
racing are the result of an increasing number of tracks in an increasing number of states — as well as 
an increase in the number of racing dates at already existing tracks. It' s noteworthy that a greyhound 
track can sustain itself in a dty the size of Wichita, Kansas, or Wheeling, West Virginia, while horse 
racing cannot — another reason we've seen more greyhound tracks buik than hone tracks in recent 
yean. In reality, greyhound tracks that have been in existence for more than five yean are 
experiencing the exaa same concerns as horse tracks: stagnant attendance and pari-mutuel handle 
statistics due to the increasing competition for the entertainment ddlar. 

What' s most important to remember here is that none of the major fluctuations in growth in either 
sport— hone or greyhound radng-has to do with government intervendon or non-intervention. After 
all, the Interstate Horse Racing Aa is not reaUy intervention: it only sets up parameten whereby idl 
groups involved must agree on the terms of interstate simulcasting. In no way does it establish the 
terms of the simulcasting or interfere with the state's rights to offer the type and amount of wagering 
it wishes. S. 1734 would do exactly the same thing. 

3. S 1734 would operate like a **private relief^ bill for greyhound dog ownen. Track operaton 
will frequently refer to the negotiations and baigaining thitt goes on between the tracks and the 
greyhound ownen. In reality, no suchnegotiating or baigaining exists. Contracts are offered by tracks 
to kennels on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. Nor are we urging Congress to intervene in these 
"negotiations". But when the situation arises that involves the simulcastmg of races across state Unes 
without the permission of the ownen, then Congress should at least estabUsh guidelines whereby all 
the parties if feaed have a chair at the negotiating table. The precedent on this has been established 
throiuih the 1978 Intersute Horse Racing Aa. 

Ine tracks assert they are not ''heartless profiteen" or "robber barons", therefore government 
intervention is not necessaiy. Although some may argue about the benevolence of greyhound track 
operaton, this is not the question at hand. The real issue is whether grevhound ownen have the right 
to negotiate die terms of interstate simulcasting if it involves their greyhounds. Qeariy the Interstate 
Horse Racing Aa indicates Congress feels the ownen of racing animals used for pari-mutud 
wagering shwild have that privilege. So do greyhound ownen. 

4. S. 1734 would create new possibilities for federal Htigarion at a time when the court system is 
already burdened. This is simply not trae. In the 13-year period that the Interstate Horse Racing Aa 
has been in effect, only one case involving the aa has been brought before the federal courts. One 
case in 13 yean can hudly be viewed as an additional burden on die courts. 

5. S. 1734 inappropnatdy involves the federal government In what has traditionaUy been 
considered a provinoe of the states. By all means, die states have regulated-and sbookl continue to 
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regulate-the types and quantity of wagering in their respective states. S. 1734 does not interfere with 
that privilege in any way. 

Funheimore states should — and would, even under S. 1734-have the right to determine 
simulcasting prognuns within their own state boundaries. 

Hie issue here is not a wagering or gaming issue within a state's own jurisdiction, but rather, a 
fairness issue, as it peitains to simulcasting across state lines (interstate). As for tradition — the 1978 
Interstate Horse Racing Act is the standard that was set by Congress 13 years ago; we only ask that 
it be extended equally to all, including greyhound owners. 

We respect the views cf the Commission on the Review of theNational Pblicy Toward Gambling, 
when it stated in 1 976 that the federal government should be reluctant to interfere with state gamUing 
policies. But S. 1734 is not a gambling bill: it does not encourage or discourage a state from offering 
whatever type of gambling it wishes to have, nor how much it should offer, lliose are strictly state 
issues. S. 1734 is a fairness bill It does not interfere with a state's gamUing policies. 

hi conclusion, we ask that greyhound ownen be afforded the same fairness and equity already 
snuited to the owners and breeden of race horses. This can be accomplished through passage of the 
mtentate Greyhound Racing Aa. 

Hiankyou. 

Senator Breaux. I thank all three of you for being with us and for making 
your case. You are right; it is not a new problem. In 1978, Congress addressed 
this very same problem that was presented to Congress dealing with horse racing, 
and I guess it is legitimate, at least in my opinion, for Congress to be involved, 
because we are talking only about the interstate broadcasting of these events. 

I do not know if you are the right people to ask, but do you all know or not 
know whether the horse racing industry, under these rules and regulations, is 
workins well or are they having problems with these rules and regulations, 
particularly with regard to the simulcast of horse racing? 

Mr. Brosnan. From all indications, the horse people are very happy with this. 
There was some questions if this would cause, when the Int^^tate Horse Racing 
Act was passed back in the 1970's, if this was going to tie up the Federal courts. 

During the past 12 years that this bill has been effective, meaning the horse 
racing bill, fhat has only been one case that has ended up in tte courts. They 
seem very satisfied with it, and consequently thae has been no court battles over 
it 

Mr. GUCOONR Mr. Chairman, if I may comment on that, too. 

Senator Breaux. Mr. Guccione. 

Mr. GucaoNR The bargaining group for the horse race owners has generally 
been the Horsemen's Benevolent and Protective Association (HBPA), and they 
have established a set of terms that are accepted at the racetracks from around 
the country . So it is not a case of a problem in this area or that area. Tha« is one 
general contract that is used that the industry has pretty much agreed to, so there 
has not been any significant or many problems involving simulcasting. 

Senator Breaux. Is there pretty much a standard fee that has been woriced 
out Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. GucciONR Yes. 

Senator Breaux. Okay. Let me ask you a few questions about how contracts 
and agreements for simiilcasting currently are arranged in the industry. For 
instance, when someone wants to woric out an agreement to broadcast a 
greyhound race from State A and broadcast it in State B, under current 
conditions, with whom would the person in State B who wants to broadcast the 
race and allow betting on it in State B, attempt to woric out the agreement with? 
The racing commission and the track owner, or just the track owner? Who is 
involved under the current situation? 

Mr. GucaoNR Generally, Mr. Chairman, they will get the approval of the 
racing commission, and that is not difficult to do, because most State laws do not 
even address the issue of simulcasting. It will be an arrangement worked out 
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between the receiving entity, whether it is a track or a casino in Nevada or a 
theater, and the generating site, the track wh^e the actual race is going on. 

Senator Breaux. Under the way things are working now, who would 
normally get any financial benefits from the simulcast broadcast in another State? 
Would it be the State racing commission in the State or the track owners? 

Mr. GucaoNE. I believe the States are taxing it at the same rate that they are 
taxing currently under live racing, so they would be getting their usual S, 6 
percent, whatever that might be, and then any profits that are coming firom it are 
generally being divided in varying amounts between the two, the sending track 
and tl^ receiving track or faciuty. 

Senator Breaux. Okay, my final point would be that what you all are 
requesting is the same type of procedure that is currently required for the 
simulcast broadcast of horse racing events? 

Mr. GucaoNE. Exactly. It is the same bill except for the juxt£qx)sition of 
greyhound racing with horse racing. 

Senator Breaux. In other words, had Congress in 1978, when it dealt with 
this problem dealing with the horse racing industry, added dog racing, it woukl 
have solved your problem at the time. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. 

Senator Breaux. All right 

Senator Kasten, do you have any questions? 

Senator Kasten. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

What is the difference between the horse racing industry in 1978 and the dog 
racing industry today? I understand that in 1978 the laws that w^e passed were 
passed virtually unanimously here without much debate, because the various 
parties involved all were urgmg the Congress to act. 

In this case it seems that, at least from die very limited information that I have, 
there is at least some concern on the part of some of the track owners or the people 
that are operating tracks, at least in Wisconsin. 

Is it because there are more horse tracks than dog tracks? Why did all horse 
racing groups support the legislation in 1978 and, at least now, the do^ racing 
track people are either opposed to or at least not in support of this legislation. 
What is the difference betwe^ now and then, in 1978 and now, dogs and horses? 

Mr. Brosnan. Senator, in 1978, when the Interstate Horse Racing Act was 
passed, thae was the third Congress that had been passed — ^they had been tried 
to go through. They had filed that for S previous years. That was not something 
that was just happily, you know, holding hands together and walking down the 
aisle, saying we agree with this. This was aftCT 5 years of very intense 

Senator Kasten. S years of working and campaigning by the horse 
owners 

Mr. Brosnan. By the horse owners 

Senator Kasten. in a campaign. 

Mr. Brosnan. in this coun^, yes. We certainly hope it is not going to 

take us S years to get equality. I think what the tracks are trying to say to us is 
that, you laiow, it is a small amount, you know, trust us. Well, unfortunately, we 
do not feel that the, you know, $32 million a year that they are taking the purses 
away firom us, is a small amount. 

They are saying it is insignificant. Yes, it might be insignificant to them, but 
if they are showing an increase that they have shown over the last couple of years, 
what is it going to be S years from now? Are they going to put us all out of 
business? 
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Senator Kasten. Mrs. Allen, you said something that I did not understand. 
You said that you were losing control of where your dogs were racing, that undo* 
certain circumstances you would not even know where they w^e racing? 

Ms. Allen. That is correct. 

Senator Kasten. How is that, I mean if it is simulcast, does it not say coming 
firom track XYZ in Milwaukee, Wisconsin? 

Ms. Allen. Okay, for example, for example, my dogs race at Phoenix 
Greyhound Park. If, for example — well, I did have some racing at Apache when 
they w^e simulcasting them mto West Memphis. I did not know that But 

Senator Kasten. You are saying that you know wha:e they are racing, you 
just do not know where they mi^t be simulcast to. 

Ms. Allen. Oh, I know wha:e my live — ^I do not know whac they would be 
simulcast to, right 

Senator Kasten. Okay, I can und^^tand that That is not what you said. 

Ms. Allen. Okay, aiid th^e is a pool created— say, for example, that my 
greyhounds are simidcast into Aitansas. There is a pool created and they gamble 
on those dogs in Arkansas. Okay, I do not get anything. 

They are using my animals to go into another State. I do not get anything, and 
not only do I not get anything, they are cutting into the gambling pool in Ark^isas, 
and those people who are doing Uve racing there do not get anything. It all goes 
to the racetrack. And I do not — I would not even know wh^e they would be 
simulcasting these races. 

Senator Kasten. I und^^tand you do not know where they are being 
simulcast to. I think you said before — ^I was not sure — ^where your dogs would 
be racing, and you would not know that 

Mr. Brosnan. Excuse me. Senator, one point before you go on. You 
mentioned the fact that the track owners are all in accord that they do not want 
this passed. 

Senator Kasten. No, I am not sure that they are. I am just saying that I have 
hesoxi from a few, and I asked you why there was agreement and you said there 
was not agreement initially. And evidently what happened is that the parties, 
beginning in 1973 or 1974, started working together, and in 1978 they reached 
a compromise and it came together. 

Mr. Brosnan. We also have a letter h^e from one of the track operators, Mr. 
Sullivan, who owns and opo^tes the Hinsdale Greyhound Racing Association, 
who is— in the State of New Hampshire — who is in total accord with our position 
and does support our bill. I dohave acopy, andl believe it has been entered into 
the record already. 

Senator Breaux. Without objection, it will be entered into the record. 

Senator Kasten. Let me just ask two other questions. As I have said, I am 
trying to learn. How are you compensated now for races that are simulcast? Is 
there absolutely no compensation for any one under any circumstances? Or in 
certain cases, is thdQ compensation, in other cases there is not? What is the 
situation right now? Are you completely frozen out of any and all? 

Mr. GucxnoNE. Originally, the simulcasting, when it started in Cotorado, was 
a good thing in that all of the monies wagered at the satellite sites went into the 
same pool. And those monies for purses, likewise, came out of that same total 
pool, and that was great 

Senator Kasten. So it was just like expanding the audience that was sitting 
at the track. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. And that was an intrastate situation. But thereafter, when 
it began spreading to interstate, initially thae was no compensation from that 
Thereafter, some of the parties that were practicing it provided a small or 
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tdcen-type purse, nothing comparable to the percentage that is paid in the regular 
purse on the monies wagered at the live site. 

Senator Kasten. Why did some of the people do that— was that a process of 
negotiation between the owners or did they just do it out of the goodness of their 
heart? What took place in order to have that compensation and why was it set at 
the so-called — you just used the word token amount as opposed to a larger 
amount? 

Mr. GucaoNE. I think it started because of the rumblings of greyhound 
owners and breeders to State racing conmiissions, and in an effort to appease in 
some form or fashion, a small percentage or token was paid on the simulcasting. 
The percentage of the purse is about 3.5, 4 percent of the pari-mutuel handle. 
Currently in Iowa, where th^e is simulcasting going on, they are paying only 
one-half of the percentage that is being paid at the live racing facility. The 
greyhound owners feel that, whether that amount is right or wrong, they ought 
to at least be able to sit at the table and negotiate the terms of that. 

Senator Kasten. That is what I was trying to get at Did you sit at the table 
and negotiate in Colorado or did people just decicte this is the way it is going to 
be? 

Mr. GucoONE. No, we did not. We have made many efforts to go to the table 
and talk with the track operators about that, but this has not proven successful. 
In many cases, the simulcasting, as Ms. Allen said, goes on without the owner 
ever even knowing it. 

There was one case wh^e a track was telling the greyhound owners that it 
was paying some purse on the monies derived from simulcasting interstate, but 
it never showed up on the purse sheets in any form or fashion, and the owners, 
because of the booking system I mentioned to you earlier, are not really in a good 
position of strength to go to the tracks and discuss such matte's and try to get 
tb&ir fair share of the amount. 

Senator Kasten. Generally speaking, as simulcasting is going on, are owners 
getting compensated less and less and less, or are these kinds of voluntary 
agreements increasing and owners are being compensated more and more and 
more? What is the trend? 

Mr. GucaoNE I would say that it has leveled ofif in the last year or two. 

Senator Kasten. So the problem is not worse than it was before, but there is 
relatively more simulcasting than there was before? 

Mr. GucaoNE. More simulcasting, that is the problem. 

Senator Kasten. But the share is probably about what it has been, is that what 
you are saying? 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. 

Senator Kasten. All right, let me ask just one other question. 

Mr. Brosnan, in your testimony, you talk about the basic concept that pretty 
soon we are going to be down to one or two tracks in the country and I understand 
what you are trying to get at. 

Why would it be in the track owners' interest to get down to one or two tracks 
in the country? It seems to me that they are as interested in — they have got to be 
as interested in more and more tracks in the country as you have to be interested 
in more and more tracks in the country. 

Mr. Brosnan. I agree they should be sharing that, but when you have an 
authority like we are quoting there, that is not something that we made up. We 
are quoting something that Lou Derteen, who is in a very high-ranking position 
with Delaware North, who happens to be the biggest single track operator in this 
country, we are quoting him. 
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He is quoted in an independent p^yhound publication in May of 1989 — ^I am 
sonv. May of 1988, where he envisions, with simulcasting, there will be two 
tracks in each time zone in this country. They will then simulcast them to the rest 
of the country, meaning that you could set them up in a climate such as Horida 
and then simulcast them to the entire Northeast You could set one up in the, say, 
the Louisiana area. 

Senator Kasten. Why — how in the world would dog track owners, in your 
State of Massachusetts or my State of Wisconsin, benefit from that? Would they 
not be actively opposed to anything like that that you talk about h^e? 

Mr. Brosnan. I agree, if you had independent track operators, but you are 
seeing more and more of multiple ownership by a single entity. You just said, I 
believe, it is United Tote that came in from England and just bought three tracks 
in Colorado, one in South Dakota, and one in Rhode Island. You have Delaware 
North that owns seven or eight tracks. 

It would be very nice for them to be out and only have to pav purses on thee 
track in Florida and simulcast it into the other states and not have to pay any 
purses at all. That would give them an added 3.S or 4 percent of profit wh^e they 
are cutting out the owners of the dogs. 

Senator Kasten. What vou are saying is that there is such concentration of 
power developing in the industry, that there may be only a small handful of track 
owners in the future. And they would agree that thae should only be a few races 
and they would all be simulcast. Is that your answer to my question? 

Mr. Brosnan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kasten. That you are wearied about the concentration? 

Is there similar concentration of power and ownership among horse tracks? 

Mr. Brosnan. I really do not know. Senator. I am not that familiar with the 
horse racing industry. 

Mr. GucaONE. Senator, it is — yes, it is much more diversified in horse racing. 
Also, an independent tank owner that may not be in one of these big groups m 
greyhound racing may find it much more to his advantage to run a track by 
satellite, by running all of the races on TV, stemming from some other site, 
because, as Mr. Brosnan said, he is not having to pay purses, he is not having to 
pay any race track personnel. He is not even having to maintain the upkeep of a 
racetrack, of the oval itself. Th^e are lots of financial benefits to simulcasting. 

Senator Kasten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Breaux. Senator Bums. 

Senator Burns. We do not have dog racing in Montana. We have a lot of 
horse racing. 

Senator Kasten. That is why you do not have dog racing. 

Senator Burns. That is exactly right 

It is kind of like blood and water. They do not mix, or water and oil, I might 
say. They do not mix too much. 

I am familiar with pari-mutuel thoroughbred and quarterhorse racing. And 
what I am hearing is that a track, such as one in Cdorado, can give permission 
to, maybe not a track owner, but an entity in Billings, Montana— we do have 
pari- mutuel betting up thac, so he would ^ply to the racing commission, to run 
pari-mutuel betting but it is going to be on the dogs and it is g(Hng to be located 
on such and such, and he can pay a handle. 

Now, he is going to have to pay a fee to the owner of the track in Colorado, 
is that correct? 

Mr. GucaONR Usually, or a percentage of what is handled, yes. 
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Senator Burns. Okay, but if he does not report, he can go up and say — he can 
go to an owner and say — or a track owner and say, for X amount of dollars, I will 
do your simulcast Can he do that? 

Mr. GucaoNE. He can do it, of course, as you mentioned, he has to get it 
cleared through the State. The track in Colorado would have to agree to it. 

Senator Burns. That is what I am saying, but the track in Colorado is 
amenable. He said I am going to sell you next Saturday's race meet for $5,000. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Right. 

Senator Burns. He can do that, as long as he has the permission and a license 
firom the State of Montana to hold pari-mutuel betting. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. 

Senator Burns. And he can have people down there and he can serve a little 
food and people can bet on the dogs. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. 

Senator Burns. Now, his handle th^e, he does not have to share that if it is 
a flat contract with the track in Colorado, is that true? 

Mr. GucaoNE. If he has paid a flat fee and that is what they have arranged, 
yes, that is true. 

Senator Burns. Okay. Now, that $5,000 that he paid the track in Colorado, 
that owner can, or he may not choose to, share that $5,000 with the dog owners 
at that track at that day, is that correct? 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. 

Senator Burns. Under present law. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Under the present condition, yes. 

Senator Burns. The State of Colorado, when they come in, and I know they 
audit this man that runs the track, they audit your hocks and make sure you do 
everything, the breakage goes to the right place and all of that. 

There is nothine in Colorado law that says that that money has to be shared 
with the owners of that track. 

Mr. GucaONE. Yes, that is true. 

Senator Burns. Have you tried to get the Colorado law changed so that they 
would have to, rather than the national legislation? 

Mr. GucaoNE. Well, in Colorado, which I think you are just using as an 
example 

Senator Burns. I am just using an example. Let us use South Dakota and 
Montana. They are both of them 

Mr. GucaoNE. Efforts have been made and are still being made to address 
that at a state level. In Iowa, that has been attempted; in iGinsas, it is being 
attempted. But it is a problem that is nationwide and it is a problem that, since 
Congress has already dealt with it in horse racing at a national level, we felt that 
this was the best i^oach, to deal with it at a national level. 

Senator Burns. Give me an idea of one Saturday race meet at the dog track 
at Sioux Falls, South Dakota, or Sioux City, Iowa, outside of Sioux City, I guess 
they have a dog track, do they not? 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes. 

Senator Burns. The handle there, compared to a horse race, is the handle 
higher on dogs or lower on dogs than it would be on horses, comparably? 

Mr. GucaoNE. SODRAC is the name of the track. SODRAC is one of the 
smallest tracks in the country, so the handle would be relatively small. But there 
are some major greyhound tracks that handle upwards of two-thirds of a million 
dollars a night, and unlike horse racing, which gen^^y would run three or four 
or five performances at most a week, the greyhounds will run possibly as many 
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as 9 or 10 or 1 1 piograms a week and maintain that Mgh average attendaiK^e and 
pari-mutuel handle. 

Senator Burns. Okay, now, and how many races would that be in one setting? 

Mr. GucaoNB. The average is 12 or 13. 

Senator Burns. 12 or 13 races, okay. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Per performance, yes. Senator, excuse me 

Senator Burns. I am sorry, go ahead. 

Mr. GucxnoNE. I was just going to mention to you, about Montana. As a native 
of Montana, bom in Butte 

Senator Burns. Now, do not let anybody know about that 

Mr. GucaoNE. But I moved. 

Senator Burns. Okay. 

It does not make a dind:ence. I have 34 percent of the vote in Butte. It is pretty 
Democratic all right 

Mr. GucaoNE. Yes, it is. 

It certainly is. I think my uncles probably voted for you then. 

And then I moved to Great Falls and Missoula. Being somewhat aware of the 
racing industry 

Senator Burns. You were not improving much, but go ahead. 

Mr. GucaoNE. Uh-oh, uh-oh. 

But being somewhat familiar with the horse racing industry in Montana, I 
know that there is a network of simulcasting there and in North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Wyoming, and even into Canada. 

Senator Burns. On dogs or horses, I am sorry? 

Mr. GucaoNE. This is horses. 

Senator Burns. Yeah, I have never seen a dog race simulcast 

Mr. GucaoNE. And it is all run of the auspices under this 1978 horse racing 
act, and there are no problems with that Tha« is no contention. Thev have the 
standard contracts and agreements, and that is merely what we are asking for. 

Senator Burns. Do you think— and I am going back to Mr. Brosnan's 
comments — that the big and powerful shall reign and the little tracks shall fade 
away if simulcasting is allowed. Some would say, well, let us keep it right here 
so everybody has to come to our track and sell our hot dogs, buy our hot dogs, 
and enjoy the dogs here and not let anv kind of a broadcast out 

Is there anybody in your industry who ever talks about that kind of a situation, 
wha« no simulcasting is allowed at all? 

Mr. Gucoone. Yes, I think Mr. Sullivan, who Dave mentioned, is one of 
those people with that philosophy. And they are a number that share that 
philosophy among the track operators in the country, that they do not want to 
have anything to do with it, they want to maintain their local track, sell the hot 
do^, the parking tickets and whatnot, and continue on that way. 

But the larger — the larser groups, the ones that have ownership in different 
States, the Delaware Noiths, United Tote, which is in partnership now with an 
outfit in England that is very, very well versed and experienced on simulcasting 
and offtrack betting, have what appears to be grandiose plans of simulcasting in 
a large degree in networiu in multiple States. 

Senator Burns. While we are talking about that, I will just enlighten the 
committee that United Tote was started in a little town in Montana, population 
20— no kidding — and they are now,Ithink,woiidng around 200 peopleout there, 
and they supply totalizatcv equipment worUwide now. 

It is one (k the big industries in the State of Montana— 4t is all computerized 
and all this — a guy got tired of feeding cattle — I know where that farm is. And 
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the guy says, the hell with this, I am going to do something that makes money, 
and he has done well. 

I have no further questions. I have a sort of an understanding of this issue, but 
I know that there are people who have not been around pari-mutuel. I have been 
around horses all my life, but I have never had much to do with dogs. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Breaux. Well, I wanted to have the hearing so we would have an 
opportunity to hear from you. I know the House has progressed with this, I think, 
ttu^ugh the committee. Our committee record will remain open for any of the 
track owners who would like to submit a statement on the question, and we will 
determine what needs to be done on the legislation. 

I think you have made a good case. I appreciate very much you taking the time 
to be present with us today. 

With that, the committee will be in adjournment until further call of the chair. 

[Whereupon, at 2:54 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 

HINDSDALB GREYHOUND RACING ASSOOATION. INC. 

Hifidsdali, NH. July 26, 1990. 
MR.DAVEBROSNAN 
NATIONAL GREYHOUND ASSOCIATION 
Gloucester, MA 01930 

Dear Mr. Brosium: Thank ycm for advinng me of the heariM sdieduled 
Commeroe, Coniumer Protea ion, and Competitiveness of the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
U.S. House cf Representatives. 

I am Sony I will not be able to attend the August 1, 1990, hearings however, I endorse HJR. 3429, 
the Intentate Greyhound Racing Act, because its provisions are essential to the future of the 
greyhound racetrack owner and operator, as well as the owners of the grevhounds themselves. 

I strongly support the provisions of Hit 3429, espedally where the bill gives greyhound owners 
the right to participate in me negotiating process regarding smiulcasting. As you Imow, the Intentate 
Horsenudng Aa <^ 1978, (wssed by the U.S Congress, has established 3ie position that horse owners 
shidl be rnxesented in all interstate simulcasting negotiations. As a track owner I believe it is only 
fair that all segments of gr^-hound racing have a sav so in the simulcasting process. This indudes 
the meyhound owner as well as the owner of the trade where the greyhounds race. 

In sununaiy, let me say that this track owner/operator fully supports H J(. 3429, and I trust you 
will use this letter as you see fit in the course of your testimony before the U.S. Congress. 

Sincerely, 

JOSEPH E. SULLIVAN, m,Pr$siiUnt. 



STATEMENT OF MULTNOMAH KENNEL CLUB, INC., AND AMERICAN 
GREYHOUND TRACK OPERATORS ASSN. 

Dear Senator HoUings: we wish to go on record with our vigorous and complete opposition to 
Senate Bill 1734. The basic position of the Association and of our client is set forth on the attadied 
faa sheet. 

This bill is an attempt by greyhound owners to give the ownen total and complete control of 
intersute greyhound simulcasting df races throughout the country. 

It prevents the State Racing Commission from acting as the final decision maker. 

It arbitrarily puts road blodcs into a process that is oSierwise running satisfactorilv. 

Neither the greyhound owners nor tne track operators should be able to mandate now interstate 
simulcasting is done nor how the purses should be split The State Racing Commission must be die 
final arbiter and dedsion maker of disputes, if any, arise. 

This bill has been pooriy thought out, is not necessary, and is special interest legislation giving 
the greyhound owners veto power over a small segment of the greyhound business. Hon. Emest 
Homngs October 10, 1990 Page 2 We luge that the bill be defeated and that these decisions be left 
with tte iiidividud state racing commissions as is presently the case. This bill has been scheduled for 
a hearing on extremdy short notice and at a time when knowledgeaUe trackowners within reasonable 
distances of Washington D.C are all at the Greyhound meetings in Great Britain* and th^ are unaUe 
to attend or testify. 
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FACT SHEET 

The American Greyhound Track Operatort Asfodation ("AGTOA**), the only national 
organization representing greyhound tracks in the United States, opposes passage cf the Intentate 
Greyhound Racing Aa cf 1989. 

BACKGROUND 

The Intersute Greyhound Racing Act cf 1989 CICRA**), introduced by Senator Breaux (D-La), 
S. 1734 and Congressman Siattery (D-Ka), Hit 3429, would regulate intersute off-track betting 
COTB**) in one state on races in another state. Qn most instances OTB takes the fomi of electronic 
simulcasting.) The essence cf IGRA is consent In order for an intentate wager on greyhound race 
to occur, consent must be obtained from the host track, host radng commission and off-track racing 
commission. The ciux cf IGRA is the federal mandate that befoie the host track nuy consent, it must 
first obtain the consent of the greyhound owner's group. Any person who accepts an off-track wager 
without obtaining this consent will be civilly liable for daniages to the host racing association, host 
state, and die greyhound owner' s groups. Hie federal district couits would have jurisdiction over sudi 
disputes, regardless of the amount in controversy. 

On August 1, 1990, the House Subcommittee on Commerce, Consumer Protection, and 
Competitiveness held hearings on IGRA. No hearings have been held in the Senate. 

AGTOAPOSmON 

AGTOA is opposed to this legislation for five central reasons: (1) While the legislation is modeled 
after the Intersute Horse Racing Aa cf 1978 nHRA") the circumstances that prompted passage of 
iht IHRA twelve yean ago do not face the gre^ound industry today. IHRA was prompted by a united 
horse industry's fear of the effects that OTB would have on the live horseracing, and congressional 
concern over problems with sUte cooperation. In contrast, the greyhound industry is divided in its 
view of IGRA and faces no threat from OTB or problems with state cooperation. 

(2) The greyhound industry has prospered under simulcasting and without federal regulation. In 
the ten year period since the passage of IHRA, the greyhound industry has grown by 190% without 
federal intervention while the horse industry has grown by less than 16% with such intervention. 

(3) The IGRA would function as a **private relief bill for dog ownen. In most cases, dog ownen 
already benefit from the larger pools that result from simulcasting. For eiiample, the Lincohi Track 
in Rhode Island where most simulcasting originates, dog ownen receive one percent of the pool from 
races simulcast to South Dakou and 25% of the fee from races simulcast to Lu Vegas. 

(4) By allowing all disputes under the IGRA to be resolved in the federal district couru regardless 
of the amount in controversy, IGRA would create new posubilities for federal litigation at a time 
when the court system is already burdened. 

(5) Regulation of greyhound radng is properly the business of the sutes. Simulcasting of 
gre>iiound races does not merit Congresrional concern. Intentate simulcasting accounts for roughly 
one percent of all the monies wagered on greyhound races. Furthermore, the distribution of the purse 
for greyhound racing is already regulated by seven states. As the Commission on the Review of the 
National Policy Toward Gaimng concluded, "where gambling is concerned, there should be a 
considered rehictance on the part of the Federal Government to mteif ere with state policies. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

For the above reasons, AGTOA opposes passage of IGRA and asks that Memben of Congress 
express their opposition to this bill to the House and Serute Commerce Committees. 
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